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Review of Public Personnel Administration 31 (1) in altruism. As such, volunteering activities are arguably more "public" than government employment. Volunteerism scholars argue that volunteering ranges along several dimensions (including level of remuneration) and that government work can be considered a form of volunteering since public sector employees are willing to accept lower financial rewards than in the private sector (e.g., Cnaan, Handy, & Wadsworth, 1996; Francois, 2000; Smith, 1982) . In addition, these employees are often involved in producing "public" goods and may be more likely motivated to help others). By any reasonable definition, volunteering is associated and accounted for by similar theories and values as public work (see Musick & Wilson, 2008 , for an extensive review).
Despite these similarities, PSM research rarely considers volunteering and its related literature as we do here. This oversight is detrimental since many of the same theoretical questions and issues apply to both PSM and a related concept, volunteer motivation. In this study we examine variation in PSM among elite volunteers devoted to specific organizational domains (i.e., religious, education/school, and human services) primarily within the context of volunteer research and theory. This study examines whether the variance in the typical opportunities and nature of volunteer work in those domains is related to PSM values.
The Role of Work Domain in PSM
Though mostly supportive of the hypothesis that PSM will be higher among public employees, research findings are mixed (e.g., Pandey & Stazyk, 2008; Perry et al., 2009) . Partly, these differences may be attributable to the varying work domains sampled (e.g., human services, criminal justice, financial/revenue, etc.). For example, according to functional theory we might expect public work that appears less public service oriented or altruistic to generate lower PSM scores so that the differences may be a function of the work domain more than formal sector. Researchers have been applying person-environment fit theories toward more complex models (e.g., Perry et al., 2009) . In short, these theories (for a review, see Coursey & Pandey, 2007; Perry & Vandenabeele, 2008) postulate that how an individual fits with respect to his or her goals, motives, and other criteria with an organization's culture and opportunities will affect workplace behavior. Most of these studies focus on employees' perceptions of how well their PSM values fit those of the organization toward various outcomes, such as job satisfaction and performance. Missing, however, is a rather obvious extension: If fit matters, individuals can also be expected to consider how well their motivations fit that of a potential volunteer agency or employer. For example, military recruitment studies evaluating marketing effectiveness generally find that tailoring messages to the needs and values of recruits is important (e.g., Hanssens & Levien, 1983; Lovell & Morey, 1991) . Military recruitment research has also found that the armed services are not viewed generically so that recruitment campaigns for one branch (e.g., army) are more effective than general, across-branch efforts (Brockett, Cooper, Kumbhakar, & Kwinn, 2004) .
The volunteer literature is also influenced by person-environment fit perspectives through functional-fit theory. Functional theory argues that people act, or volunteer, with the expectation that the activity fulfills some psychological function (e.g., motivation; Snyder, Clary, & Stukas, 2000) . This premise suggests that people may volunteer for the same activity, but for quite different reasons based on their motivations and perceptions of work opportunities. By contrast to research in public administration, volunteer research concentrates far more on fit as it relates to attraction and selection: How does fit affect the decision to volunteer, including where, how much, and how long?
Volunteer researchers use a scaled motivation construct very similar to PSM, the Volunteer Functions Inventory (VFI). Much of this research tests relationships between VFI and choices among volunteer activities and host organizations. For example, do volunteers vary their choice in where (and how much) they volunteer among the wide variety of volunteer organizations such as religious, educational, civic, and so forth based on their perception of how much the activities match their motivations? Research supports that volunteers do vary choices according to the perceived matching (Clary et al., 1998; O'Brien et al., 2000; Stukas et al., 2009) . Within public administration, Steinhaus and Perry (1996) found that the industry in which an organization operates is a better predictor of organizational commitment (a construct that should be related to person-environment fit) than broad public/private categorizations.
Functional-fit theory argues that individuals choose organizations based on how well they think the agency provides opportunities related to their motivations. But how does a potential recruit evaluate such a fit? Some recruits are influenced in their choices by their social networks, which also tend to share their values (Clary et al., 1998; Stukas et al., 2009) . Otherwise, recruits have only general impressions of the types of opportunities and work available to make their choices. The domain of volunteering is a reasonable indicator. Domain is related to institutional networks as well. A volunteer motivated by compassion for the poor will be more attracted to social service groups. A volunteer motivated by opportunities to influence a public policy area will prefer civic and political action groups. Tailoring recruitment messages to individuals whose motives fit the agency's mission has practical value (e.g., Snyder, Omoto, & Lindsay, 2004; Stukas et al., 2009) : Laboratory and field studies have found recruitment messages tailored to individual motivations are more influential than those that are not (Clary et al., 1998) . Surprisingly, though, research testing domain differences is rather limited even within the volunteer literature. In a Gallup Organization in-home sample of 2,775 American adults, Sundeen (1992) found 6 personal goal orientations that linked to specific types of volunteer activity. A laboratory experiment involving 535 university psychology students found recruitment messages matching personal motivations were more persuasive (Clary, Snyder, & Stukas, 1996) . Clary and colleagues also found in a field study of 467 Minneapolis/St. Paul volunteers that the extent to which their experiences matched their motivations predicted satisfaction and future volunteering intentions-a result replicated in further studies (e.g., Stukas et al., 2009) . Using the Independent Sector Giving
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and Volunteering in the United States (1990 States ( -1999 surveys, Musick and Wilson (2008) demonstrated that volunteer motivations for religious volunteering varied from other domains (viz., education, human services, advocacy, and youth development), controlling for various demographical variables (viz., family status, education, income, race, age, gender, and religious differences). Unfortunately, aside from religious volunteering, they did not test any other paired comparisons of functional domains.
The few studies that do analyze domain differences offer little theoretical explanation and are primarily conducted post hoc with regard to expected differences and associated rationale. Nonetheless, domain differences, especially controlling for demographic variables, are noteworthy and call for further delineation.
One such explanation is grounded in institutional differences, particularly support and sense of community. Individuals within social networks tend to share values. Organizations that foster a greater sense of belonging and family through social networks (Wilson, 2000) , thereby reinforcing core ideals, tend to have more distinctive volunteer values (e.g., Wilson & Musick, 1999 ; see also Wuthnow, 1991) . This trait characterizes religious organizations. Membership itself is strongly tied to volunteer activity far more than in other domains (Wilson & Musick, 1999) . Hence, religious organizations offer clearer values with reinforcing traits that may better attract individuals with specific motivations.
Another possibility is the level of formalization. Stukas and colleagues (2009) argued that more structured organizations offer less flexibility for individual behavior to be driven by personal motives (see Snyder & Ickes, 1985) . Structural limitations also affect turnover. Individuals who remain with the organization are more likely to experience a better fit to the types of motivational fulfillment offered. Typically, religious organizations are far less structured in opportunities and activities than human service and educational organizations, which tend to rely more on paid or stipended workers and a formal workplace. Hence, prospective volunteers to religious organizations may view less formal structures as more appealing to fulfill their motivational needs. Motivational matching is thus stronger and, due to organizational flexibility, opportunities can be better tailored to individual motivation, leading to a more common set of values among volunteers with longer tenure. Although research testing domain differences is limited, religious organizations have been found to be the most distinctive and to foster the greatest commitment, as would be predicted by these two explanations (e.g., Musick & Wilson, 2008; Wilson & Musick, 1999) . Related to formalization is the level of person-to-client activity. First, such work, controlling for other variables, can be viewed as more rewarding as it is usually easier for volunteers to see the results of their efforts as related to their motivations. Personto-client activity is characteristic of human service volunteering, and, hence, compassion, and possibly self-sacrifice PSM dimensions, would be higher even in comparison to religious organizations. Musick and Wilson found such an ordering for compassion in their analysis of the Independent Sector data (1990) (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) .
Individuals do not volunteer only to satisfy intrinsic motivational factors. Extrinsic personal rewards, such as career advancement and personal enhancement (dimensions in the VFI scale), are related to volunteering domains as predicted by exchange theory (Smith, 1982) . In addition, friendships and social networks encourage volunteering regardless of value systems (e.g., Musick & Wilson, 2008) . Educational volunteering provides an example. Research shows that educational volunteering is related to lifecourse needs, particularly parenting (e.g., Sundeen, 1990) . Parents certainly have a personal stake in their child's education and, hence, are motivated by extrinsic interests (Wilson, 2000) independent of PSM, which is more strongly anchored in altruistic motivation.
Civic and political activities and to a lesser extent, perhaps, educational volunteering, relate to a commitment to public involvement/interest/service, which is both extrinsic and intrinsic. Sundeen (1992) found that both educational and social service volunteering were related to public involvement and charity values and that religious volunteering was not associated with public involvement.
Given the possible explanations for domain differences, what are the implications for PSM and its subdimensions? First, we would expect volunteers in religious organizations to score higher than those in education on the compassion and self-sacrifice dimensions of PSM. As a result of the typical person-to-client activity in human service organizations, volunteers in this domain should score higher than those in education and, to a lesser extent, those performing religious volunteering on the compassion and self-sacrifice dimensions of PSM (see Musick & Wilson, 2008) . Lastly, the dimensions of commitment to public service and attraction to public policy making should be higher for volunteers in education and social service organizations.
In this research we examine empirically whether mean scores for PSM and three of its subdimensions (compassion, self-sacrifice, and commitment to public service) vary across four types of volunteer organization domains: religious organizations, school/ education, human services, and "other." Our data are from a national survey of elite volunteers. The data set includes four of the most commonly supported antecedents of PSM (age, level of education, gender, and religious participation) so that we can control for them in the analysis (e.g., Pandey & Stazyk, 2008) . Our research question is whether PSM varies across organizational domains controlling for these variables. If so, an implication is that volunteers in those areas have different motivations possibly due to the self-selection predicted by functional and person-environment fit theories.
Research Design
The empirical basis for this inquiry is a sample of volunteers who have been awarded high honors for their volunteer activity. The following sections describe our sample, variables, and analytical techniques.
Sample
The sample for the empirical study consists of recipients of the Daily Point of Light (DPOL) award (DPOL) and the President's Community Volunteer Award (PCV),
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presented on behalf of the President of the United States.
1 The DPOL award honors individuals and volunteer groups that have made a commitment through service to help meet critical needs in their communities. These nonpartisan awards are given to those who find innovative ways to meet community needs, efforts that often lead to long-term solutions and impact social problems in their local communities. Now called the President's Community Volunteering Award, it is the nation's highest honor for volunteerism. It recognizes outstanding individuals, families, groups, organizations, businesses, and labor unions engaged in community services that address unmet human service, educational, environmental, and public safety needs. Traditionally, the President of the United States presents these awards at a White House ceremony to signify and symbolize their importance.
Given their level of commitment, these award winners are not typical volunteers. We concentrate on such a specific group and not volunteers in general (or even volunteers vs. nonvolunteers) for two main reasons. First, very few studies have been undertaken on such volunteers, and other research we have in progress focuses on whether these elite, highly committed volunteers differ in their characteristics and motivations compared with other samples. Second, based on functional theory, more committed volunteers have greater motivational needs. We might also expect larger differences across chosen domains. For example, highly dedicated volunteers working solely for religious organizations might choose to do so because they perceive an even greater match between their motivational needs and the organization's activities than less committed volunteers.
Survey
A survey instrument was developed that included a short version of Perry's (1996) public service motivation scale and multiple sources for measures of religiosity, volunteerism, motivations to volunteer, and family influences. Because the primary purpose of the survey was to examine the role of faith in volunteering, we convened an advisory board of clergy to review and comment on the draft survey instrument. Before finalizing the survey, we incorporated the advisory group's input and received approval for administration from the institutional review boards at our respective universities.
The survey was designed for administration through U.S. postal mail. The first mailing of the surveys occurred in early 2004 with a follow-up mailing approximately 4 weeks later. The final response rate was 38% (525 surveys returned from a total of 1,386 possible). As could be expected with any survey, a few cases had missing data, which led us to eliminate from analysis any case with fewer than three of the PSM indicators present. Next, we used expectation maximization (e.g., McKnight, McKnight, Sidani, & Figueredo, 2007) to estimate values for missing data. About 8% of the cases had missing data on at least one variable, mostly income (a variable not used in this study). No significant differences were found between cases with and without missing data on the study variables (t test or Mann-Whitney U; p > .05). This procedure yielded a sample of 511. Furthermore, in order to attribute any differences found to a specific functional area we selected cases for analysis only when a volunteer indicated a single work domain. Not surprisingly, given such active and elite volunteers, most respondents contributed time in several domains. Hence, this restriction reduced the final sample to 136 cases.
Respondents were compared to all award winners to verify representativeness through two available indicators: percent of respondents by state and percent of respondents by award year. The comparison showed that respondents were widely distributed and not concentrated by state. As might be expected, a higher percentage of respondents came from more recent award years, although the percentage is not dramatically higher.
Variables
Public service motivation and three of its subdimensions-compassion, commitment to public service, and self-sacrifice-are the dependent variables in the analysis. The fourth PSM subdimension, attraction to public policy making, was unfortunately not included in the survey because it was presumed to be a poor predictor of volunteer, nonprofit activity. It should be noted that the policy-making subdimension items as originally worded have often been the most problematic for measurement (see Coursey, Perry, Brudney, & Littlepage, 2008, a-b) . Independent variables in the analysis include the volunteer domain as well as various controls for commonly asserted PSM antecedents. The appendix presents all survey items included in the analysis.
Public service motivation. Public service motivation and its three measured subdimensions were calculated via a second-order reflective confirmatory factor analysis. This procedure generates values far more representative of the theoretical assumptions concerning subdimension relations and their associations with overall PSM. By contrast, simply adding scores on the subdimensions, or alternatively creating principal component factors (PC), so commonly used for scales such as PSM, are invalid approaches, for they presume a very different measurement model (e.g., formative). For example, PC would presume that PSM subdimensions are independent and that they are measured without error. PSM theory presumes the dimensions are related since they all reflect core altruistic behavior. For details on the analysis used for the PSM values and the related measurement issues, see Coursey and colleagues (2008, a-b) and Perry, Brudney, Coursey, and Littlepage (2008) .
Volunteer domain. Five commonly cited volunteer domains, religious organizations, political/civic, schools/educational, human services, and all others (such as arts) were defined in the survey (see Sundeen, 1992 ). The analysis is based on the 136 individuals who volunteered in a single domain (12 religious, 36 schools, 3 political/civic, 50 human resources, 38 other). Unfortunately, civic and political volunteering had to be eliminated from the analysis given the minute sample size, just three cases.
Controls or PSM antecedents. Four PSM predictors are included in the analysis: level of education, gender, age, and religious participation. These variables were chosen 56
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based on supporting research findings (see Pandey & Stazyk, 2008 , for a thorough review) and because as background variables they would be less likely to have reciprocal relationships with PSM. Level of education is measured by the highest degree earned, with high school or less combined into one category. Age is calculated as the survey year minus birth year. Religious participation is measured in two ways: whether the respondent indicated being a member of a church, mosque, and so forth, and how many times per week she or he attends religious services. Separate analyses were conducted for each variable. Because the differences are marginal, only the results based on the attendance variable are reported here. We chose not to use religious activity (such as how many times a person engages in various church functions outside of religious services). Research on volunteers find that respondents, particularly those in evangelical faiths where most church social service activities are closely tied to missionary work or church membership alone, have difficulty separating volunteer work from activities specific to the church or organization (for an overview, see Musick & Wilson, 2008, pp. 281-282) .
Analysis
Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was used to test for mean differences on PSM and its subdimensions across the volunteer domains controlling for the various antecedents. A few of the analyses displayed heterogeneity across the domains; these analyses were adjusted with an appropriate weighting by domain.
2 Tables 1 to 4 provide the results for mean differences adjusted for the model covariates. Least significant difference tests are used to compare values. 3 Covariates are not included as they are of no interest to the analyses other than as controls. Probability or p values up to .10 are judged statistically noteworthy given the small samples and low test powers (viz., chance of Type 2 error). Table 1 provides the findings for overall PSM. Volunteers for religious organizations have higher mean PSM values than volunteers in all other domains; no other statistically significant differences are found. The overall F test is statistically significant (p < .01) and accounted for variance uniquely attributable to domain is reasonable at 0.08 (partial Eta 2 ). Test power is just at the typically used 0.80 cutoff to presume a Type 2 error is not operative (viz., falsely retaining hypothesis or presuming there are no differences when in fact they exist in the population).
The results for the compassion subdimension appear in Table 2 . Volunteers for religious organizations have higher mean compassion values than education and human services volunteers. Education and human services volunteers both score lower than those in the "other" category. The overall F test is marginal (p < .06), and variance uniquely attributable to domain is rather low (partial Eta 2 = 0.040). However, test power is low (0.614), well below the typically used 0.80 cutoff. Table 3 presents the findings for the commitment subdimension. Religious organization volunteering ranks higher than human services and the "other" category, but not education/school volunteering. Overall domain significance is very poor though test power is as well. Hence, the likelihood of falsely concluding that no differences exist in the population is high (i.e., Type 2 error). As shown in Table 4 , the self-sacrifice subdimension exhibits a pattern similar to overall PSM. Volunteers to religious organizations score higher than all other volunteers, with overall statistical significance strong and reasonably accounted for partial variance and test power.
Discussion
Overall, the findings of the empirical analysis are mixed. First, where differences occur in mean PSM scores the variance accounted for by volunteer domain is rather low. However, such low partial variances are very common in the volunteer literature 58
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that incorporates Volunteer Functions Inventory (VFI) motives and activity (see Stukas et al., 2009 ) and, in comparison to those findings, are relatively high in the present analysis (see Stukas et al., 2009; Wilson & Musick, 1999) . Volunteer researchers argue that motivations alone may be important, but not extremely powerful, given a host of other explanations for volunteer behavior. For example, personal values may have more to do with what volunteering means to an individual than why they decide to contribute (e.g., Wilson, 2000) . In addition, we would expect elite volunteers such as those sampled to have relatively high PSM levels (as the mean scores typically indicate) and, hence, far less variance to account for by any explanatory variable. The clearest finding is that differences by domain mostly involve religious organizations. It should be noted that these differences exist even when controlling for church membership or attendance levels. This finding is very similar to Musick and Wilson's (2008, p. 79 ) results based on the Independent Sector Giving and Volunteering in the United States (1990 States ( -1999 survey data, which encompass a much broader sample of volunteers and even nonvolunteers. The most notable difference they found was on the VFI "values" subdimension, which is very similar to PSM's compassion subdimension, between volunteering for religious versus other organizations. One might well expect that people with higher motivations grounded in compassion would see volunteering for religious organizations as a better match than the other organizational domains.
By contrast, the commitment subdimension of PSM demonstrates the weakest findings. Again, we might expect this result as the dimension specifically concerns public service, unlike the other two subdimensions, although we anticipated that volunteers in the education/school domain would score higher. The results also differ from Sundeen (1992) , who using different measures of commitment ("public involvement"), found that education/schools volunteering ranked higher on this concept. "Commitment to public service" should apply more to civic and political organizations, which unfortunately had too small a sample (n = 3) for adequate comparison and analysis. We would, therefore, presume little difference between the four studied domains in volunteers' expectations of how well each meets commitment motivation. Education/school volunteering should also be more strongly linked with extrinsic motivations as a result of parental self-interest; PSM as conceptualized only has one extrinsic-related subdimension, unlike the VFI that better incorporates extrinsic incentives.
Although they are not always statistically significant, all mean orderings have religious volunteering surpassing volunteering in education/schools, followed by human services. It seems surprising that human services volunteering ranks well below the other domains on the commitment and self-sacrifice subdimensions (albeit not significantly). The commitment result could be attributable to school and educational organizations having greater similarity to public organizations than to nonprofit agencies. Mean scores on the self-sacrifice subdimension, however, are not so easily explained. One possibility is that many volunteers are employed in human service organizations, a very common type of volunteering, and discount their paid activities. If such paid work were considered, the result would likely differ as someone with a higher self-sacrifice score might well be more likely to work, not just volunteer, for such organizations. 4 Another possibility is that human service volunteers may be far more varied in their motivations due to the wide range of activities and missions encompassed by that domain; they may also attach different motivations to the same activity (Wilson, 2000) . Lastly, organizational formalization could be responsible. Participation (and employment) in human services as a volunteer may be more structured, regulated, and "bureaucratic," and thus as theorized earlier, depress motivational levels.
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Limitations and Future Research
Overall, this study provides some evidence that functional theory may apply for public service motivation in relation to choices made by volunteers concerning domain of activity. Although the differences are not large, they are similar both in direction and strength to other volunteering research. The clearest finding is for religious organizations, a result paralleling Musick and Wilson's (2008) findings using different motivational items though similar in construct definitions to PSM.
Many issues await further inquiry. First, this study only examines volunteering. Another research question is what differences might be found across government domains, and do the differences hold for paid work, where entry and exit is much more restricted. One approach, though it has its own limitations, is to study the views of precareer MPA students concerning their preferred public work area, as exemplified by Light (1999) . Preservice studies are quite rare compared to the volunteer literature, possibly because individuals have considerably less flexibility in paid employment. As a practical result, the findings suggest that, as in the volunteer recruitment literature (e.g., Clary et al., 1998) , promotional messages stressing how work and opportunities meet the typical motivations of potential volunteers/employees may be more successful. Such a practical application is a noted deficiency in PSM research (see Perry & Vandenabeele, 2008; Perry et al., 2009) . PSM literature, to date, does not test or expressly consider the practical use of the instrument (e.g., Perry et al., 2009) . In addition, due in part to an initial proposition by Perry and Wise (1990) , research on PSM tends to compare public organizations generically with private ones. The initial formulation of PSM did not presume any differences within sector-or at least did not account for them. Given the differences in PSM across volunteering domains found in the present study, research should consider the possibility that PSM varies across paid work in public agencies. PSM is nestled in altruistic behavior, not formal public service. Functional theory would hold that public employees may select agencies based on their perception of the altruistic motivations they may offer workers.
Second, the theoretical justification for domain differences rests on formal structure and extrinsic motivations. These factors are not directly measured but instead assumed, though reasonably so, based on domain characteristics described in the volunteer literature. However, the validity of measuring the formal structure of an organization may be questionable. In theory, potential volunteers have scant information about the work organization of a specific entity. Instead, they likely rely on broad characterizations. Actual, organization-specific measures are likely more relevant once a volunteer joins, for example, in relation to their job satisfaction and retention (e.g., McCurley & Lynch, 2005) . Overall, although this article represents progress in a scarcely researched area, theoretical explanations for domain differences require significant elaboration.
Third, only three domains were tested in this analysis with a broad collapsed category for other types (civic and political organizations had to be excluded from analysis due to the very small sample used). A broader set of domains more consistent with the volunteer literature would be helpful. The "attraction to public policy-making" subdimension of PSM was not included in the survey. It could be expected that the political domain would demonstrate the strongest differences (likely lower) on the studied dimensions as well as on the policy-making dimension (likely higher). In addition, unlike the VFI, PSM does not encapsulate extrinsic motivations very well (with the arguable exception of policy-making); future studies should consider measuring VFI extrinsic dimensions (such as career) along with PSM.
Fourth, the samples are small. This limitation is attributable in part to the studied population: Finding elite volunteers working exclusively in one domain is challenging. In the statistical analysis, only tests for overall PSM and self-sacrifice have fair power. A larger sample with greater statistical power may reveal more statistically significant differences. However, it is noteworthy that many differences are large enough to be significant even for such small samples. One possibility is to compare motivations of volunteers by domain regardless of the number of domains in which they work. Although this procedure would increase the sample size, it would surely complicate the findings by making the attribution of motivational levels to a specific domain extremely difficult; some control for the number of domains would also be necessary. Qualitative, in-depth studies may be desirable yet raise their own methodological difficulties.
Fifth, this study only examines elite (award-winning) volunteers. Virtually no other studies of volunteers specifically consider such individuals (most research compares nonvolunteers to volunteers or concentrates on more typical volunteers in terms of volunteering effort). Award-winning volunteers may differ from their more typical counterparts. One possibility is that such intense volunteers may be more prone to sunk cost explanations (e.g., Wilson & Musick, 1999) or postrecruitment justifications for their motivations tied to the organization's activity (see Smith, 1982; Wuthnow, 1995) . This sociological explanation proposes that motives may not account for behavior but instead act as rationalizations for an activity. However, Wilson and Musick did not find a relationship between the level of volunteering (in terms of hours and estimated monetary value) and attachment, a finding that disputes the sunk cost explanation. Attrition may be more of a concern since volunteers tend to leave if they find that an organization fails to meet their values (Stukas et al., 2009) . The motivations of longer-term volunteers may be more domain specific, a result that would accentuate differences in PSM and its subdimensions. The sociological explanation potentially confounds all volunteer motivation research, not just the sampled population examined here. Further inquiry requires a broader sample of volunteering levels to evaluate whether findings are stable by volunteer effort and recognition (i.e., awards). Both sunk cost and sociological explanations require time series or experimental approaches. Thus, future research testing functionalfit theory should compare motivations of volunteers at entry (recruitment) to later times.
Conclusion
The results of this analysis suggest that public service motivation (PSM) varies by volunteering domain, even when controlling for antecedents. Most observed differences involved religious organizations, with higher PSM and dimensional levels in this domain. PSM research incorporating domain is nascent, however, and numerous research questions and avenues await inquiry. Interestingly, more complex explanations derived from established theory are more common in the analogous volunteering literature.
Whatever direction future research takes, this study provides a useful extension of the PSM literature using functional theory and/or person-environment fit as an explanation for how PSM relates to work choices. In assuming that people choose work based on how well they perceive it fits their needs, functional theory offers a potentially practical application of PSM as an agency could adjust its recruiting and work activities to better fit the functional needs of its potential and current employees. Indeed, PSM researchers should strongly consider the applicability of volunteer studies and theory as volunteer motivation is a very similar concept to PSM, and the volunteer literature has a practical orientation. Our understanding of the role of PSM in public organizations is contingent on developing a greater theoretical and empirical sophistication analogous to that found in volunteering research.
4. This problem is common in empirical analysis in the volunteer literature where employees of organizations utilizing volunteers have a difficult time separating their paid versus volunteer work ( Musick & Wilson, 2008) , and/or the commitment attributable to employment is not well conceptualized or captured empirically.
